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Application/Control Number: 10/076,090 
Art Unit: 2154 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 2-10 and 25-33 are presented for examination, 
canceled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 2-5, 7, 9, 25-26 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Cranor et al (Cranor), US 2003/01 12792. 

4. . Cranor was cited in the previous office action. 

5. As per claim 2, Cranor taught the invention as claimed including a system for publishing 
transcoded media content, comprising: a publishing service request processor that generates a 
media provider request based on a requesting client's publishing service request (pp. 0004, 0012- 
0013, 0017-0020); and a media provider farm that receives said media provider request from said 
publishing service request processor and delivers transcoded media content to fulfill said media 
provider request (figs.1-3; pp. 0004, 0012-0013, 0017-0020), wherein said media provider farm 
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comprises: at least one transcoding server (figs. 1-2; pp. 0012-0013); a media provider request 
processor that receives said media provider request (figs. 1-2; pp. 0012-0013) and, when 
indicated by said media provider request, initiates a transcoding task at one of said at least one 
transcoding server (figs. 1-2; pp. 0012-0013, 0017-0018); and at least one distribution server that 
distributes said transcoded media content (figs. 1-2; pp. 0012-0013, 0019), wherein said media 
provider request processor comprises a database containing information about the availability of 
said at least one transcoding server and said at least one distribution server (pp. 0023, 0029- 
0038). 

6. As per claim 3, Cranor taught the invention as claimed in claim 2. Cranor further taught 
that said media provider request processor comprises a server load monitor that monitors loading 
on said at least one transcoding server (pp. 0012, 0023-0024, 0028, 0044). 

7. As per claim 4, Cranor taught the invention as claimed in claim 2. Cranor further taught 
that said media provider request processor comprises a task load monitor that estimates 
prospective loading on one of said at least one transcoding server, wherein said prospective 
loading would be attributable to said transcoding task (pp. 0012, 0023-0024, 0028, 0044). 

8. As per claim 5, Cranor taught the invention as claimed in claim 2. Cranor further taught 
a media provider request scheduler that generates a batch media provider request that is received 
by said media provider request processor (pp. 0004, 0012-0013). 
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9. As per claim 7, Cranor taught the invention as claimed in claim 2. Cranor further taught 
that said media provider farm further comprises a cache that stores transcoded media content for 
subsequent distribution through said at least one distribution server (pp. 0019, 0021). 

10. As per claim 9, Cranor taught the invention as claimed including a method of providing 
transcoded media content to a destination client in response to a publishing service request from 
a requesting client (pp. 0004, 0012-0013), comprising the steps of: (a) receiving the publishing 
service request (pp. 0013); and (b) when requested transcoded media content is stored in a cache, 
(i) generating and sending a media provider request that specifies cache access of the requested 
transcoded media content (pp. 0013, 0017); (ii) identifying a distribution server (pp. 0013, 0017- 
0020); (iii) sending a distribution request to the distribution server (pp. 0013, 0017-0020); and 
(iv) delivering the requested transcoded media content from the cache to the destination client 
via the distribution server (pp. 0004, 0012-0013, 0019-0020). 

11. As per claim 25, Cranor taught the invention as claimed including a method of providing 
transcoded media content in response to a batch media provider request, comprising the steps of: 
(a) receiving the batch media provider request (pp. 0012-0013); (b) selecting a transcoding server 
based on server load (pp. 0012, 0023-0024, 0028, 0044); (c) sending, to the selected transcoding 
server, a transcoding task corresponding to the batch media provider request (pp. 0017-0020); (d) 
transcoding source media content to produce the requested transcoded media content (pp. 0023); 
and (e) storing the requested transcoded media content in a cache (pp. 0019, 0021). 
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12. As per claim 26, Cranor taught the invention as claimed in claim 25. Cranor further 
taught that the batch media provider request is generated by a speculative transcoding manager 
(pp. 0012-0013). 

13. As per claim 29, Cranor taught the invention as claimed in claim 26. Cranor further 
taught said step (d) comprises transcoding in the absence of real time constraints, to produce 
higher quality transcoded media content than would be produced otherwise (pp. 0023). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

14. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

15. Claims 6 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cranor et 
al (Cranor), US 2003/01 12792, in view of Spencer et al (Spencer), US 2003/0014630. 

16. Spencer was cited in the previous office action. 

1 7. As per claim 6, Cranor taught the invention as claimed in claim 5. Cranor further taught 
said media provider request scheduler comprises a speculative transcoding manager that 
identifies source media content to be transcoded (pp. 0012-0013) and identifies a format for the 
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transcoded media content. Cranor did not specifically teach the manager to identify a format for 
the transcoded media content. Spencer taught to identify a format for transcoding media 
contents (abstract, pp. 0006, 0010-0012, 0086). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Cranor and 
Spencer because Spencer's teaching of formatting the content enables Cranor's method to obtain 
and format data based on the device-identifying information to ensure the media format is 
playable at the user playback device (see Spencer's abstract). 

18. As per claim 8, Cranor taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 2. Cranor 
did not specifically teach said publishing service request processor comprises an intelligent 
publishing options agent that determines how the transcoded media content is to be published, 
and generates said media provider request specifying how the transcoded media content is to be 
published. Spencer taught an intelligent publishing options agent to identify a format for 
transcoding media contents based on the device-identifying information of the destination device 

(abstract, pp. 0006, 0010-0012, 0086). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 

> 

art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Cranor and Spencer because 
Spencer's teaching of determining content formats enables Cranor's method to obtain and format 
data based on the device-identifying information to ensure the media format is playable at the 
user playback device (see Spencer's abstract). 
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19. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cranor et al 
(Cranor), US 2003/01 12792, in view of Mohan et al (Mohan), Content Adaptation Framework: 
Bringing the Internet to Information Appliances published in 1999. 

20. Mohan was cited by the applicant in the IDS. 

21 . As per claim 10, Cranor taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 9. Cranor 
did not specifically teach the step of to comprise that: (a) when the requested transcoded media 
content is not stored in the cache in exactly the requested format, but the same content is stored 
in the cache in a different format usable by the destination client, (i) generating and sending a 
media provider request that specifies cache access of the same content in the different format; (ii) 
identifying a distribution server; (iii) sending a distribution request to the distribution server; and 
(iv) delivering the same content in the different format from the cache to the destination client 
via the distribution server. Mohan taught a content adaptation application that when the 
requested transcoded media content is not stored in the cache in exactly the requested format, but 
the same content is stored in the cache in a different format usable by the destination client, (i) 
generating and sending a media provider request that specifies cache access of the same content 
in the different format; (ii) identifying a distribution server; (iii) sending a distribution request to 
the distribution server; and (iv) delivering the same content in the different format from the 
cache to the destination client via the distribution server (VI. Content Adaptation Applications, 
pages 2019-2020). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Cranor and Mohan because Mohan's teaching 
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of using transcoding proxy enables Cranor' s method to select a transcoding policy that adapts the 
content display capabilities of the client device. 

22. Claims 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cranor et al 
(Cranor), US 2003/01 12792, in view of Spencer et al (Spencer), US 2003/0014630, and Mohan 
et al (Mohan), Content Adaptation Framework: Bringing the Internet to Information Appliances 
published in 1999. 

23. As per claims 27-28, Cranor taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 26. 
Cranor did not specifically teach that the transcoded media content requested in the batch media 
provider request is selected on the basis of the popularity of previous transcodes and on their 
destination types or that the transcoded media content requested in the batch media provider 
request is selected on the basis of a publisher's requirement for publication of the transcoded 
media content. Spencer taught determine a format for transcoding media contents based on the 
device-identifying information and the requirement of the destination device (abstract, pp. 0006, 
0010-0012, 0086). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Cranor and Spencer because Spencer's teaching 
of determining content formats enables Cranor' s method to obtain and format data based on the 
device-identifying information to ensure the media format is playable at the user playback device 
(see Spencer's abstract). Cranor and Spencer did not specifically teach that the content request is 
selected on the basis of the popularity of previous transcodes. However, the concept and 
advantage of selecting transcoded content by its popularity is well known and expected in the art. 
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Mohan taught a method of transcoding and content selecting by selecting the best content 
versions for the client (Abstract, Content Adaptation Framework, Content Analysis, 
Transcoding, Content Selection; pages 2015-2019). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Cranor, 
Spencer and Mohan because Mohan's teaching of content selection enables Cranor and 
Spencer's method to increase the compatibility of the system with the transcode content format 
when no particular transcoding method is instructed in the content request. 

24. Claims 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cranor et al 
(Cranor), US 2003/01 12792, in view of Kawata et al (Kawata), US 2002/0032777. 

25. Kawata was cited in the previous office action. 

26. As per claim 30, Cranor taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 25. Cranor 
taught to select a transcoding server based on server load (pp. 0012, 0023-0024, 0028, 0044). 
Cranor did not specifically teach that said step (b) comprises the step of determining server load 
by measuring current load on the transcoding server, including estimation of any loads that will 
be incurred after maturation of immature transcoding tasks. Kawata taught to measure current 
server load including estimation of any loads that will be incurred after maturation of immature 
transcoding tasks (pp. 0003-0006, 0009, 0058). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Cranor and 
Kawata because Kawata' s teaching of measuring server load using evaluation table enables 
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Cranor's method to monitor server loads periodically and maintain high overall performance of 
the servers (see Kawata, pp. 0003-0006). 

27. As per claim 31 , Cranor and Kawata taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 30. Kawata further taught that the step of determining the server load further comprises 
the step of receiving an indication of the load of each mature task (pp. 0003-0006, 0009, 0058). 

28. As per claim 32, Cranor taught the invention substantially as claimed in claim 25. Cranor 
taught to select a transcoding server based on server load (pp. 0012, 0023-0024, 0028, 0044). 
Cranor did not specifically teach that said transcoder server selection of said step (b) is further 
based on an estimated load to be created by the transcoding task. Kawata taught to estimate load 
to be created by the transcoding tasks to maintain high server performance (pp. 0003-0006, 0009, 
0058). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Cranor and Kawata because Kawata' s teaching of 
measuring server load using evaluation table enables Cranor's method to monitor server loads 
periodically and maintain high overall performance of the servers (see Kawata, pp. 0003-0006). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

29. Claims 33 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims (Claims 25 and 32). The reason for allowance was provided in the last 
office action. 
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Response to Arguments 

30. Applicant's arguments filed 1/17/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

31. In the remark, applicant argued that (1) There is no teaching or suggestion of a 
transcoding server and a media provider request processor that receives said media provider 
request and, when indicated by said media provider request, initiates a transcoding task at one of 
said at least one transcoding server. 

32. Examiner traverse the argument that: 

As to point (1), Cranor taught that said media provider farm comprises: at least one transcoding 
server (figs. 1-2; pp. 0004, 0012-0013: redirecting server 220); a media provider request 
processor (figs. 1-2: DNS server) that receives said media provider request (pp. 0012-0013: URL 
for a particular content) and, when indicated by said media provider request, initiates a 
transcoding task (redirecting: pp. 0019-0020) at one of said at least one transcoding server (figs. 
1-2; pp. 0012-0013, 0017-0020). Transcoding task is an inherently feature performed in 
redirecting URL requests since redirecting quires modification of the header of the URL requests 
in order to direct the requests to the final destinations. 



Conclusion 
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33. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

34. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenny Lin whose telephone number is (571) 272-3968. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8 AM to 5 PM Tue.-Fri. and every other Monday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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